SOME ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF SEVERAL 
CORRESPONDENCE EXCHANGES V (Part I): On 
some “critical” stances regarding technological 
development.' 


E.P.: Industrial Society and Its Future (ISAIF) is the only text of Kaczynski which is 
available in Turkish in printed form. “The System’s Neatest Trick” and “Hit Where It 
Hurts” are available online in Turkish. ISAIF is published by a leftist, anarchist 
publishing house in Turkey. They included a ridiculous appendix to it which is titled 
“Kaczynski is, in fact, John Wayne.” Their catalogue included the books like: The One- 
Straw Revolution (Masanobu Fukuoka), Future Primitive (John Zerzan), books of 
Kropotkin, Proudhon, Bookchin, etc. The other available two texts are also published 
by an online leftist fanzine. One asks oneself why they choose especially “The System’s 
Neatest Trick” to publish, since this text’s main aim is the exposition of the left’s 
pseudo-critique of the system, which is exactly the thing this fanzine does. They do this 
perhaps because of their constant urge of clinging to anything with rebellious tones. 


It might be assumed initially that even if some leftists publish those texts, this might help 
to propagate the ideas against techno-industrial society anyway. But you would also 
very well know what this entails. Because these leftists publish those texts, they become 
entangled with their leftist ideology. And thus, people who are encountering the non- 
leftists ideas against the techno-industrial system confuse those ideas with leftist ones. It 
becomes more difficult for them to realize the fundamental differences between the two. 
In some cases it might be worse; people who are particularly averse to leftist ideas 
avoid all together and miss the chance to get acquainted with the non-leftist critique of 
the techno-industrial system because of this seeming association. 


And it seems to me that this is what happened to Kaczynski’s ideas in Turkey. As far as I 
know, Kaczynski is known in Turkey as an eccentric eco-anarchist. I never heard 
anybody discuss his ideas in a serious way. And as I said, the only references you can 
find about him are in leftist circles. In a broader sense it is also very hard to find in 
Turkey any serious, well-grounded ideas which are critical about technology. Most of 
the people still believe in progress here. This maybe because Turkey is still considered a 
developing country. Ideas against progress and critical of technology started to appear 
in the West after the Second World War.’ So maybe it is necessary that enormous social 
consequences of the technological progress should first make itself manifest in order to 
appear a critical attitude about technology. This takes about 150 years in the West. 
Maybe there will be more and more people critical about technology in Turkey since it 
also more or less catches up with the West. 


! Adaptation of the exchange between E.P. and U.R. from June 1, 2019 to January 17, 2020. 
Original letters were written in English. © Copyright 2020, Ultimo Reducto for the fragments 
originally written by U.R. 

? Of course there were Luddites and people like Samuel Butler in the 19th century, but as far as 
I know these ideas were simply reactionary and weren’t constituted in a coherent, systematic 
way, and there wasn’t any thought until after the second world war which advocate that 
humanity should rid himself of technology. 


U.R.: You say that Turkish leftists publish Kaczysnki’s texts, even those texts with a 
clear and open anti-letfist stance, perhaps because of their constant urge of clinging to 
anything with rebellious tones. Well, unfortunately this is not an exclusive Turkish 
phenomenon, but it has been occurring worldwide since Kaczynski’s arrest in 1996; 
even in the USA, Kaczysnki’s own country. And the causes of it are not only the need 
of many leftists to cling to anything that seems to be rebellious (this is an important 
cause, but not the only one), but also, that Kaczynski himself committed the error of 
openly and publicly identifying himself with anarchism, even since before he was 
arrested, until quite recently. Now, as far as I know, fortunately, he has noticed and 
acknowledged his error. But probably it is too late for him for getting rid of all those 
leftist undesirables that have identified with him and have been attracted to his work, 
and especially of his public image as an “anarchist”. 


You are completely right when you say that the supposed advantage that the fact that 
those leftists publish and publicize Kaczysnki’s texts might imply (i.e., that it might 
help to propagate the ideas against techno-industrial society anyway) is greatly 
counteracted and overcome by the fact that those texts become entangled with their 
leftist ideology in the eyes of the general public, and that this not only could create 
confusion and attract leftists to Kaczynski’s ideas, but also could produce rejection 
towards Kaczynski’s ideas by those who are averse to leftist ideas, because both, leftism 
and his texts have been too often presented associated each to other in practice. 


You say “As far as I know, Kaczynski is known in Turkey as an eccentric eco-anarchist. 
I never heard anybody discuss his ideas in a serious way. And as I said, the only 
references you can find about him are in leftist circles.” And again, I must point out 
that this is not only a Turkish phenomenon. The same happens more or less worldwide. 


And the fact that most people still believe in progress and don’t criticize seriously 
modern technology is not exclusively Turkish either. In any other country, the situation 
is not much better. Nowadays, most people believe in progress everywhere. Real 
criticisms of the notion of progress and social/technological development are a tiny 
minority, if they exist at all, in any country of the world (I mean those criticisms which 
actually reject any notion of progress and of technological/social development, not 
those which merely reject some of the forms these have taken, but keep on defending 
some utopian or reformist kind of progress and technological/social development). 
Remember: the ideas and values of a movement that actually tries to destroy 
technoindustrial society won’t be popular; won’t be those of the majority, of the mass. 
Especially in its beginning. 


E.P.: I will try to explain why I think there are some differences in the attitudes about 
technology and progress between the West and Turkey. 


Yes, you are right that world-wide mainstream is still believing in progress and people 
who are against technology are a tiny minority. But still, in Western world, it seems to 
me that people have begun to believe that the progress and technology might not be 
good. The perception about technology and what it will bring in future is not utopian 
any more. Rather, it tends to be dystopian. People seem to regard technological 
advancements as an inevitability. “Robots will replace us in the workforce, there will be 
soon a master race due to the advancements in the gene-tinkering methods like Crispr- 
Cas9. But what can we do about it? They are inevitable.” These are perhaps intuitive 
feelings for the average people. In the intellectual circles, in academia, apart from the 
blatantly technophile types, most of the people there, more or less know that 
technological progress is heading us towards a disaster. And these people are mostly 


aware of the fact that getting rid of the technology would also entail very nasty things. 
And I think that that is why they still “keep on defending some utopian or reformist kind 
of progress and technological/social development.” 


In newspapers, the news about the dangers of technological advancements and analyses 
about their negative societal impacts are much more common than the hopes that these 
advancements will bring.” And the belief that progress will bring a world-wide welfare, 
that it will take the peoples of backward countries to the levels of the advanced 
countries, is no longer held any more. People are rather afraid of that possibility. For 
example, take the field of artificial intelligence; the general, mainstream attitude on this 
issue is negative. There are growing voices against social media. I remember that, in 
their initial days, they were hailed as a new platform that would connect people directly 
and finish the unilateral character of mass media. They would be a new medium that 
would make possible the direct democracy by creating the chances for the ordinary 
people to make their voices heard. Nowadays it is more common to hear the negative 
aspects of social media. How they propagates conspiracy theories, how they are 
changing the political landscape in a negative way and mainly used to manipulate 
democratic elections by methods like micro-targeting, how they are creating 
psychological problems like depression, narcissism, attention deficiency problems, how 
they are reducing the attention span, etc. Of course these are not resulting in a true 
attitude and correct ideas against techno-industrial system, but nevertheless they might 
help to create an atmosphere that can increase the number of people who will 
eventually reach to that point. 


For example, the books that you have suggested in your blog and I have mentioned in 
my previous mail, especially Human Ethology’, The Blank Slate’, and The Human Zoo’. 
They are full of analyses about why humans have problems living in modern, 
technological environments. Given the situation that we are in now with climate 
change, loss of biodiversity, increasing chemical, nuclear and plastic pollution, 
enormous societal consequences of the technological advancements like social media, 
artificial intelligence, big megalopolises, etc. the works which analyse these themes, 
willy-nilly, have to point fingers to the technology problem. There are more and more 
books published which, in fact, at least when one reads between the lines, point to the 
technological system as the main culprit in terms of the problems both as destruction of 
Nature and the frustrations people are experiencing nowadays. But of course what they 
do when they reach to the solution part of the book is to suggest some compromise 
solutions. How we can steer the technological development to a more humane way. But 
in these works, one can see at least between the lines, what is the real issue, what is the 
root cause of the problems. 


What seems to me the difference of Turkey (and perhaps also the other developing 
nations) compared with the advanced nations of Western World, are these “great 


> Of course they analyse these advancements in terms of the effects they will have on the current 
techno-industrial society and their sole aim is to be a warning and correction to some of its 
excesses or the unbalances these advancements will bring to society as a whole. 

4 Of course even if these expectations were to become true, they will be an abomination to real 
freedom. It would make the technological society more like a better functioning termite colony. 
5 Trendus Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Die Biologie des Menschliden Verhaltens, Ziirich: Piper, 1984. There 
exists an English version: Human Ethology, New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1989. 

ê Steven Pinker, The Blank Slate: The modern Denial of Human Nature, New York: Viking, 
2002. 

1 Desmond Morris, The Human Zoo, Kodansha America, 1969. 


issues” like climate change, the social impacts of new technologies like artificial 
intelligence, social media, robotization of the economy, new surveillance techniques, 
gene modification methods like Crispr-Cas9, plastic pollution and endocrine disruptors, 
etc. They are not being discussed at all. And I am not talking here only about the 
mainstream. Even in intellectual circles, to see people discuss these issues is very, very 
rare. This is maybe because, as I have already mentioned, Turkey is not fully 
“developed” yet. Or at least people feel that way. And this creates a general belief that 
Turkey’s main problem is to reach to a level of technological/social advancement 
Western countries have. Since they see as Turkey’s main problem to reach a level of 
advancement that is attained in West, they don’t stop to think what might be its 
consequences. They see it as the ultimate goal that will solve all the problems that we 
are having now. 


Of course all these studies, reports, etc. (which analyse the environmental, 
psychological, economic and social impacts of technological advancements) are not 
resulting in a mass conversion of people to a genuine stance against techno-industrial 
system. Most people turn to leftist ideas and groups like Extinction Rebellion, etc. (and 
that is to be expected as you said.) But I think they might be and should be converting a 
tiny minority gradually to ideas against technological system. They should be giving the 
first tinder to these people to search for the writings of you and Kaczynski for example. 
And since in Turkey these issues are not discussed at all or seldom discussed, the fire is 
quite small so to say, and that is why it is not kindling anybody right now. 


Of course I am talking mostly based on my personal limited observations and I might be 
exaggerating the ambiguous feelings against technology in the West. 


Studies and social/environmental/economic analysis that I have discussed so far are not 
openly critical of technology. They are forced to evaluate the effects of technology on 
environment, society and health issues and even criticize some partial aspects of it, but 
in the end their main aim is to mend the problems in the functioning of the techno- 
industrial system by pointing out the problematic aspects of it. But there are also 
currents of thought in the West which are openly critical of technology, crystallizing in 
people like Lewis Mumford, Jacques Ellul, Kirkpatrick Sale, post-situationist currents 
like Encyclopedie des Nuisances in France (and perhaps in Spain with Miguel Amorós 
and Los Amigos de Ludd?) They have I think, what you would call the humanistic 
attitude against technology.® They criticize technology because it destroys the cultural 
achievements of humanity, it creates an atmosphere where it becomes impossible to 
further the cultural refinements, it destroys the aesthetics of cities, etc. Of course 
the values of this humanistic trend are fundamentally different from yours and 
Kaczynski’s. They envision to somehow rationally “deconstruct” technology and return 
to more “humanized” forms of technology. It seems to me that, one of the most 
fundamental conceptions which construct their worldview is what they call the 
“humanization process. ”? What they understand by the humanization process is the 
gradual separation of humanity from the animal world by increasing the consciousness, 
creating language and culture, aesthetic achievements, and ethical (leftist) concepts - 
like sharing, equality, universalism, etc. And, according to them, technological progress 


8 So it seems to me that the currents of thought against technology can be divided into two 
different channels which have fundamentally different values: The humanistic current and the 
one opposing the technological society for the sake of Wild Nature. And regarding the latter I 
know only you and Kaczynski who defend it. 

? I think this conception is coming from the writings of Lewis Mumford. 


was helpful up to a certain extent in regard of this more and more “humanization” of 
humans. But after a certain limit, they say, technological progress started to hinder this 
humanization process and now even reversing it. Because what they most cherish is not 
wild Nature, but the humanization process, they will end up always searching for an 
optimum level and right kind of technology that will further this humanization process. 
We know that it is impossible to plan consciously the optimum and right quality of 
technology. And that when someone starts to impose his ideal human type universally, 
this has a strong tendency to turn into a totalitarian dictatorship. 


But at least, these kinds of ideas are published and read in the Western World. This 
shows the possibility that people can entertain ideas against technology and there is a 
demand for that. Some of the people who feel an affinity with these ideas might reach to 
the ideas against technological society based on the value of Wild Nature. But can’t this 
humanistic current also obfuscate the true ideas against techno-industrial society based 
on the value of Wild Nature? What are your views on this issue? 


U.R.: So you know Los Amigos de Ludd? By the way, you have portrayed them quite 
accurately, like post-situationist humanists. In my book Con amigos como éstos... 
(Ultimo Reducto, 2009), I explain the differences you have basically summarized in one 
paragraph above. 


E.P.: I heard of Los Amigos de Ludd from your blog page of your publications. I made 
a search of them and found an interview which they conducted in 2006. In it one can 
find all the typical arguments, style and turns of speech of French post-situationists. I 
am familiar with the writings of the French post-situationists. Perhaps you know them? 
They had a journal called Encyclopedie des Nuisances and transformed it afterwards to 
a publishing house. (Their catalogue includes also Industrial Society and Its Future, by 
the way.) I also have read the writings of Mumford, Ellul and Giinther Anders. There is 
continuity and common ground in all these. 


U.R.: Yes, all those post-situationists (Encycopledie des Nuisances, Los Amigos, 
Amorós, Semprun, etc.) are basically cut from the same cloth. And yes, there is a 
common ground and ideological history (or genealogy) among all those thinkers you 
mention. All of them are clearly and utterly humanistic. Anders, besides, was a Marxist 
close to the so-called Frankfort School (or Critical Theory), from which derived (at least 
partly) postmodern leftism, post-situationism included. 


In addition and greatly regardless to the objective deep ideological differences, I have 
always subjectively felt a strong and profound repulsion towards Marxists generally, 
and especially towards postmodern ones, like Los Amigos. I think it has to do with their 
psychology, their attitude; Los Amigos or Encyclopedie, in particular, clearly embody 
and exude in a terrible degree what Nietzsche called the “resentment”. They seem to be 
always “angry with the world”. Their main motivations are nothing but unstated self- 
hatred and envy, and they seem to be always ready to express hate and contempt to 
relieve and compensate for it. I know it sounds like a non-rational and subjective 
impression, and probably it is greatly, but it is the way I perceive them, and I think that 
anyway there is at least a great amount of objective truth in it. 


Anyway, my criticisms to them in Con Amigos como éstos... (Ultimo Reducto, 2009) 
are virtually restricted to the ideological ground and to their lack of intellectual honesty 
when they publicly attacked me. And my arguments are rational and objectively 
verifiable. 


The book was published in 2009 and if I wrote it now I maybe would change some few 
things of little importance in it, but generally I keep on thinking the same in almost all 
the respects. 


Anyway, returning to your idea about the differences between “Western” and “non- 
Western” countries’ in reference to the criticisms to modern technology, you are partly 
right and partly wrong. 


You probably are right in that in many non-industrialized or less industrialized countries 
the media information about the impacts of modern technological development, the 
academic and scientific analyses about them, and the criticisms of modern technology, 
industrialization, technoindustrial society, progress, growth and development likely are 
very rare and minority, quite unknown and not much elaborated (though I don’t know 
for sure if this is so in all cases and in all underdeveloped countries; I lack the sufficient 
information and experience as to have an unequivocal idea about it). And in that this 
probably has to do, to a great extent or mainly, with the low level of development of 
those countries. They are actually poorer (in the sense that they have a much lower 
economic and material standards of living, with much less access to modern amenities 
and consumer goods, a much less developed market economy than developed countries 
and much of their civilized population living in quite bad material immediate conditions 
compared to the people in developed countries —slums; sweatshops and low wages; 
exploited peasants; terrible environmental pollution; lack of modern medical attention, 
social insurance and welfare services; authoritarian and ruthless repressive political 
regimes; etc.-), thus, their leaders and their people tend to feel that they need more 
industrialization and purchasing power in order to be wealthier (in the above sense of 
having higher and more modern material standards of living), and that this should be 
their priority now. 


Furthermore, those who are discontent with the social system in these countries easily 
tend to embrace old leftist stances which defend mainly or exclusively the equal 
distribution of wealth and the elimination of social differences of class (classical 
socialisms, like communism). To these classical socialisms poverty and the low level of 
development are the main or only social issues and, according to them, the major 
problem is the unjust distribution of power and wealth, not industrialization per se. On 
the contrary, according to them, industrialization is even the solution, provided that its 
products and benefits (wealth and social-economic power) are fairly distributed. These 
old leftist theories were created mostly at the beginning of industrialization in ninetieth 
and early twentieth centuries in European countries in a social and economic situation 
and with a level of social and technological development quite similar in many respects 


10 I don’t like these labels of “Western”/“non-Western” (or for that matter, 


“Northern’/’Southern” either), because currently, or even in the past, most “non-Western”, 
whatever this confusing term means (“Eastern”? “Non-Christian’”? “Not derived from Ancient 
Roman or Greek cultures”? “Neither (Western) European nor North American”? ‘“Non- 
capitalist”? “Not (much) industrialized’’?), cultures and countries are not actually much different 
from “Western” ones, whatever this unclear term means too (“Christian”? “European”? “North 
American”? “Derived from Ancient Rome or Greece”? “Capitalist”? “(Highly) 
industrialized”?). And, even being different, “Non-Western” ones are not necessarily better or 
wiser than “Western” ones. Nor vice versa. 

The use of these confusing labels was greatly generalized by leftist and countercultural 
“thinkers” and similar people in the second half of the twentieth century. I prefer to use simply 
“(highly) developed’’/“underdeveloped” or “(highly) industrialized’”’/“non-industrialized”, which 
focus concretely in what is important, regardless of misleading geographical references. 


to that of many current underdeveloped countries'', and thus those ideologies account 
much better for the present underdeveloped social situation in such countries than most 
(post)modern leftist ones (which are the product of further stages of development that 
these countries have not already attained). 


It is probably also true that in (highly) industrialized countries there is more information 
about the negative effects of technological development, and that there are more people 
who try to analyze and/or criticize the society of these countries more widely, not only 
or mainly focusing on the unfair economic class distribution of wealth. Certainly, there 
are some (maybe many?) academic and scientific analyses that offer undeniable facts 
which, if using a strict logic, undoubtedly imply that technological development has 
some intrinsically associated unavoidable impacts; that the technoindustrial system and 
the preservation of Nature are inherently incompatible; that techno-fixes create more 
problems than those they supposedly try to mend; etc. And it is also true that, however, 
their “learned” authors usually fail to extract those logical and obvious conclusions and 
to adopt a consequent stance against technoindustrial society. They “keep on defending 
some utopian or reformist kind of progress and technological/social development,” 
instead. You point out that this can be because of they do know that “getting rid of the 
technology will also entail very nasty things”. Certainly. Among other reasons, because 
they are also afraid of the consequences (especially for themselves and their academic 
prestige) of publicly acknowledging those conclusions and defending this stance. They 
use to be so socialized that they simply prefer to throw away rationality and truth and to 
end up defending evils, lies and delusions than to do the right thing and then to risk 
being considered by other scientists or academics, media, politicians, etc. as kooks, 
radicals or anti-socials. They know that if they admit truth, they probably would have to 
face public disparagement, scorn and decline in their academic and social-economic 
status. Many of them also know that if truth were widely spread out, just this very act 
might bring a considerable amount of social unrest and disagreeable consequences. 
And, oversocialized’” individuals they usually are, they fear this possibility profoundly. 
And they fear even much more the last consequences of the total elimination of the 
whole technoindustrial system (to go back to much lower levels of social and 
technological development), not only because, in such case, if they survive, their lives 
would be materially much harder, but also because most likely all their academical, 
social-economic and professional status, position and prestige would banish. They 
would probably be nothing more than obscure unimportant current people. And they 
fear this possibility above all. So they prefer to embrace and promote irrationality and 
(self-)deceit when they reach to the “conclusions” section of their works. 


But even so, these ambiguous information and analyses are not as much abundant as the 
openly and unequivocally pro-technological development propaganda. You seem to 
think that in developed countries almost nobody still really believes in progress nor 


1 There can be some partial exceptions, like some communist versions such as Maoism, which 
emerged and developed later in some pre-industrial non-European countries (though always 
from previous forms of socialism that first emerged in European early industrialized countries). 
But what is important here (i.e., the aims, ideas and values of those theories and currents) is that 
these “non-European” versions of socialism were deep down very similar to those of the old 
communists and socialists of early industrialized European countries. None of them (with the 
possible exception of Cambodian Maoism) regarded industrialization as a problem, and all of 
them (with the mentioned exception) wanted to industrialize their countries. 

'? See Ted Kaczynski, ISAIF, paragraphs 24 and 25, for a definition of the “oversocialization”. 
Note added later for this post. 


takes as unquestionable the goodness of technological development; that almost nobody 
openly expresses unconditional support for progress or technological development; and 
that instead, many if not most people (and with them the mass media) in such countries 
now have and show a negative attitude towards modern technology. But this is not true. 
Most people in such countries are not critical at all towards progress”, modern 
technology or social and technological development. Generally they believe in progress, 
they assume it as a fact, and they even defend it; they think that social and technological 
development is not only unavoidable but good; they not only accept as unavoidable but 
applaud almost all particular technological and social developments; they embrace 
cheerfully and willingly virtually every new technological advance that appears; and if 
they sometimes see any particular flaw, problem or danger in some particular 
technological advance, they regard it as an exception of the rule, which is not intrinsic 
to modern technological development but, on the contrary, it is just the result of not 
enough development in this particular technology or/and of a misuse of it (which they 
usually regard neutral, not intrinsically bad or good); and, thus, to them, those problems 
could be always avoidable through even more technological development and/or a 
“correct” use of modern technology (with all what this implies: more regulations, more 
propaganda, more socialization and indoctrination, more coercion and less individual 
real freedom). Even in the rare cases when some of them see that the development of 
some concrete technology can be a problem per se, their analysis and evaluation of it 
tends to be quite shallow and self-centred (focused only or mainly on the immediate 
consequences for them and theirs), ephemeral (they easily and soon forget about it and 
go on as if nothing happened; usually these problems are treated as mere passing fads) 
and mixed with other issues and values that aren’t actually important, blur adequate 
perception of the problem and deflect the attention from it (e.g., they tend to always mix 
social justice perspective with ecological impacts). I am not going to enter discussing 
here why this is so. It doesn’t matter for the purpose of this discussion if this is because 
of some powerful leader minority groups who use their influence on mass media to 
spread pro-development propaganda to manipulate people, or if it is because of the 
nature of most people, who naturally tend to be too much egocentric, shallow, lazy, 
hedonist and not much thoughtful and reflexive, and thus to accept at least all 
technological advances that shallowly seem to be comfortable and beneficial (for them) 
and to believe propaganda uncritically (or not critically enough), respectively. Or both. 
What matters is that it is a fact that most people don’t question progress and 
development enough, or at all, and even too often they openly embrace and defend 
them. 


And, true, there are also more seeming criticisms of technological development, of 
progress, of modern society, etc. in developed countries than in underdeveloped 
countries. But it is also true that most of the supposed critics of technoindustrial society, 
such as those mentioned by you, aren’t actually as much anti-industrial as they pretend 
to be", but just postmodern Marxists, progressives, leftists and humanists who actually 


13 By “progress” I mean the idea of history taken as a general improvement process, a general 
upward movement from worse to better. Progress is the belief that assumes that change and 
development processes tend to be something absolutely good. 

14 Though they have greatly appropriated the label “anti-industrial” to designate themselves. 

By the way, leftists love to use labels that begin with the prefix “anti-” to call themselves, 
because it easily gives them an appearance of radicalism and strength, though, being profoundly 
relativistic and weak, they usually aren’t able to be really and completely against anything; 
normally to be utterly against something is a too absolutist, strong, fanatic, intransigent and 
intolerant stance for them. 


are looking for a way for justifying and venting their hostile and discontent feelings but 
also fear the last consequences for their beloved civilized humanity and cultural 
achievements of going too far in doing so, i.e, of completely acknowledging all the facts 
and, consequently, of extracting all the logical conclusions that should be extracted; and 
of taking a consequent stance, and of expressing and acting accordingly to it. So they try 
to eat the cake and to have it. And this is impossible. As you say, regardless their 
pompous “anti-industrial” rhetoric, they still love (civilized) humanity and its “spiritual” 
and cultural achievements (which are a notion of progress after all) much more than 
they hate modern technology and technoindustrial society. And they don’t love wild 
Nature as much as to put it before civilization, human wellbeing and “spiritual’’-artistic- 
cultural-moral human progress either. The result is a messy theory and a weak stance 
which deep down aren’t even actually and completely contrary to modern technology, 
and thus, at some point, they will end up accepting compromises and tradeoffs between 
technological development and human “spiritual” wellbeing and moral progress. They 
don’t want to lose their beloved achievements of the “humanization/civilization 
process” and in order to save them they will end up betraying their supposed “anti- 
industrial” stance. In sum, it is a stance which at the moment of the truth (if not much 
before) will prove to be unable and unwilling to seriously hurt, much less to totally 
eliminate, modern technological society. 


Returning to the main subject under discussion, I think that, when it comes to 
interpreting or evaluating the phenomenon of the apparent higher abundance of data, 
analyses, people’s reactions and sensitivity and criticisms regarding the impacts of 
technological development, progress and technoindustrial society in developed 
countries, you are somehow missing the point. You seem to be doing a too much 
optimistic interpretation and assessment of this phenomenon. From these you (and not 
only you, I have known some other people extracting similar conclusions) infer that 
there is a real possibility that these half-baked and fainthearted analyses and criticisms 
might help to create an atmosphere that can increase the number of people who will 
eventually reach a strong attitude and radical ideas truly against techno-industrial 
system, and might be and would be converting the tiny minority interested in this 
matters gradually to the right stances against technological system. But I don’t share 
your hope so much. 


It could be so in some cases, certainly, but I am more inclined to think that it probably 
will be just the opposite in most cases. Like you actually somewhat acknowledge, these 
timid analyses with reformist irrational conclusions and those mild pseudo-radical 
humanistic criticisms can obfuscate, hinder instead of favor, the acceptance of a stance 
which is truly against techno-industrial society based on the value of wild Nature. Most 
people faced with the problems inherent to technological development and progress will 
accept the irrational (illogical) but mild and optimistic reformist conclusions of the 
experts’ analyses, regardless what the data actually say; and/or the mild pseudo-radical 
criticisms of the humanistic “anti-industrial” crew, because it is more easy and 
comfortable to do so. People usually hate psychological conflicts, dilemmas, to make 
difficult decisions, to face uncertainty (or the certainty or high probability of something 
terrible), to be against the conventional and established values of their social 
environment, etc. So one shouldn’t expect that many people with an initial sceptical or 
negative attitude towards progress and technological development would criticize these 
pseudo-critics and adopt a more radical and rational stance. On the contrary, I am afraid 
that most of these people will much more easily tend to embrace their irrational but 
“sweet” utopian, reformist, idealist delusions which tell them that people can 


consciously and intentionally decide over the future social and technological 
development of society and correctly steer it if they are allowed to do it 
“democratically”; that it is possible to throw away the water of the tub (i.e., what some 
of those pseudo-critics would call the “totalitarian” and “noxious” character of modern 
society) without throwing away the baby (i.e., the artistic achievements, “spiritual” 
heights, moral progress, intellectual advances, etc. supposedly achieved through 
civilization —what some pseudo-critics would call “humanization process”-) with it. 


Moreover, the technoindustrial system has many self-defense mechanisms, ways of 
avoiding those threats and attacks that could be potentially dangerous for its survival 
and development. One of them is to turn them into harmless or even useful (for the 
system) criticisms and actions (or even to create them from the outset being already 
harmless and/or useful). This is what has been happening with leftism since its origins. 
And this is what, in my opinion, is happening in this case too with academic and 
scientific irrational reformist conclusions and “anti-industrial” humanism and leftism. 
They serve for co-opting potential dangerous enemies of technoindustrial society 
turning them into confused and neuter impotent whiners or even into useful 
collaborators of the system. 


Furthermore, I suspect that your hope about that the bigger amount of information on 
the problems and negative aspects of technoindustrial society and modern technology, 
and that the subsequent emergence of clumsy pseudo-criticisms of them, might be the 
catalyser or the first step through which might emerge potential valid members of a 
further more serious, radical and efficient movement against the technoindustrial 
system, could be a kind of delusion, a kind of false hope for trying to encourage 
yourself and/or others; for trying to desperately avoid depression, defeatism and 
surrender. And though it is quite natural and usual in most humans to use some degree 
of self-deceit and, to some extent, to irrationally make up their perception and 
interpretation of reality in order to be able to bear it, what is needed now are people who 
are brave and strong enough as to not need to resort to self-deceit, as to be able to 
overcome it and see and face things as they are, even if they are gloomy, and, even so, 
not to fall into discouragement and defeatism and give up. The technoindustrial system 
can’t be effectively confronted by people who can’t properly assess their real chances of 
success or fail, and who fall into taking into account unrealistic possibilities. We need to 
strengthen ourselves forcing ourselves to see reality, not to weaken ourselves 
indulgently letting ourselves to fall into self-deceit. It can be very hard to do it without 
falling in desperation in turn, but I think that it is the only effective way. It is necessary, 
and, if one is strong enough, it is possible. 


Finally, the differences in the assessments and interpretations of the attitude toward 
technology among people in developed countries are not only important per se, in mere 
terms of discussing if those assessments and interpretations are right or wrong, true or 
false, or more or less consistent with facts. They also have extreme practical and 
strategical importance. Depending on what one thinks about this issue, he is going to 
orientate and plan the efforts to create a movement against technoindustrial society one 
way or another. If the people willing to organize a movement against technoindustrial 
society think that, among denizens of technoindustrial society, there is a general 
negative or at least skeptic feeling or attitude toward progress and social and 
technological development; or that there is a hope that many of those who are interested 
in the impacts of modern technology will end up acknowledging that progress of any 
kind is a hoax and that social and technological development is unavoidably bad and 
incompatible with wildness, and thus embracing a more radical stance which rejects 


humanism, progress and social and technological development for the sake of wild 
Nature (all this thanks to the mild conclusions of the analyses and the pseudo-criticisms 
of the oversocialized and reformists), then they are going to plan, organize themselves 
and act in a very different way than if they doesn’t think so and assume from the 
beginning that, at least for a long time, they will be a tiny minority, with very few 
supporters or really akin and valid recruitments, and with the vast majority against 
them. The necessary methods, organization, tactics and strategy would be quite different 
in each of both cases. And if they choose the wrong ones because, for example, they 
haven’t evaluated and interpreted correctly people’s real attitudes toward 
technoindustrial development and progress, they will fail. So such assessment and 
interpretation are a crucial point. 


E.P.: I used the term “Western World” to mean highly developed industrial countries. 
They are mainly in Western Europe and North America. I wasn’t thinking the 
geography or their common cultural background like Ancient Roman/Greek cultures or 
Christianity. When I characterized them as Western, I was focusing on their highly 
developed industrial status. Since these countries are the ones who started first to 
industrialize, they solved the most visible and obvious problems associated with 
industrialization. You mentioned these problems in your mail: much lower economic 
and material conditions; inadequate physical infrastructures of sanitation, roads, 
energy, waste disposal, etc; slums; terrible environmental pollution; authoritarian 
regimes; and so forth. So the people in these underdeveloped countries tend to focus 
initially on these kinds of problems. They see more technological advancement and 
more progress as solutions to those problems. And this creates an atmosphere that 
makes harder for a person living in one of those countries to reach a critical attitude 
towards techno-industrial society. 


But I would like to stress that I was only comparing the possibilities of people of 
reaching a real critical stance against techno-industrial society between these two 
groups of countries (developed and underdeveloped ones). I think the possibility is 
higher for the first case. And if a movement will really rise, it is more likely that it will 
start from the developed world.” I wasn’t making absolutist claims about developed 
countries that conditions are ripe there for an effective movement against technological 
system. I was talking on relative terms. Even if I think the likelihood of someone 
reaching to a real critical stance is higher in developed countries, I agree that this 
likelihood is pretty low anyway and this is because of the reasons that you have 
mentioned above. For most people this is because they are “[t]oo much egocentric, 
shallow, lazy, hedonist and not much thoughtful and reflexive, and thus to accept at 
least all technological advances that shallowly seem to be comfortable and beneficial 
(for them) and to believe propaganda uncritically (or not critically enough), 
respectively.” And as for the minority who entertain initially some critical ideas about 
technology, progress, and the techno-industrial system, most of them “[w]ill accept the 
irrational (illogical) but mild and optimistic reformist conclusions of the experts’ 
analyses, regardless what the data actually say, and/or the mild pseudo-radical 
criticisms of the humanistic “anti-industrial” crew, because it is more easy and 
comfortable to do so. People usually hate psychological conflicts, dilemmas, to make 
difficult decisions, to face uncertainty (or the certainty or high probability of something 


I5 And in order a movement against techno-industrial system to be effective it should organize 
in the developed world. A movement organized solely in Sub-Saharan Africa, even if has the 
right kind of people, won’t be much effective. 


terrible), to be against the conventional and established values of their social 
environment, etc. ” 


I would like to add also another reason why the possibility of a person reaching to a 
true critical attitude against techno-industrial society for wild Nature is very low. Most 
of the people in the world today (if not all people apart from some still uncontacted 
tribes) depend completely for their physical existence on techno-industrial system. They 
can’t live without the services it provides. The system is better functioning, solving of 
problems emanating from some of its activities and thus the increase of the overall 
efficiency of the system is beneficial, for the time being, in terms of their physical 
necessities concerned. Thus, the expansion of the techno-industrial system, both the 
stretching of its functions more and more geographically to pristine places and also the 
increase of its intensity on currently expropriated areas and the supplanting of wild 
Nature by system’s functions, isn’t harmful for the vast majority who live on Earth 
today. At least in the short term, because in the long-term it might be disastrous for 
their physical needs also if system collapses due its inherent contradictions and its size. 
Most people on Earth don’t depend for their physical existence, for their day to day 
living on wild Nature but on techno-industrial system. It is really hard for someone to 
stand against something which makes possible his physical existence. Since people 
don’t depend on wild Nature for their existence and at best experience wild Nature as 
some kind of a hobby and entertainment, it is very hard that they accept wild Nature as 
the positive ideal as proposed by Kaczynski in thesis 183 of ISAIF i 


I also agree with what you say about the reasons why “learned” authors of the 
academic and scientific analyses reach to illogical conclusions of their studies. But if 
they really believe that “[i]f truth were widely spread out, just this very fact might bring 
a considerable amount of social unrest and disagreeable consequences”, they are 
wrong I suppose. The truth itself, if there is no accompanying problem in the 
functioning of the system which disturbs the day to day living of people, won’t have 
much effect and won’t create any social unrest. Collapsology (the tales about the 
collapse of civilization) is becoming quite popular these days but it has no palpable 


effect. 


Regarding the people’s and the media’s attitude about the technological development, I 
was talking mostly from my personal observations and, again, I was comparing Turkey 
with Western developed societies. Finding some critical observations (books, 
newspaper articles, essays etc.) about technological progress in Turkey is a much rarer 
phenomenon than in Western countries. But of course my personal observations have a 
very limited scope and perhaps one should search for surveys about people’s opinion on 
technology or technological development. Even if those kinds of surveys aren’t 
fundamentally a healthy tool to measure people’s true attitudes, they are indicative 
anyway. 


My opinion on this issue might also be affected by what I read in some of Kaczynski’s 
writings. For example what he says in the beginning of “The Truth of Primitive Life”: 
“Today I think there are relatively few thoughtful, honest and well-informed people who 
still believe in this myth. To lose one’s faith in “progress” one has only to look around 
and see the devastation of our environment, the spread of nuclear weapons, the 


16 In the same thesis, he also includes human nature into wild Nature. Since this aspect of wild 
Nature’s subjection by the techno-industrial system experienced more acutely by people, this 
antagonism (i.e. wild human nature vs. technological system) might be more effective in order 
to create a really effective movement against techno-industrial system. 


excessive frequency of depression, anxiety disorders and psychological stress, the 
spiritual emptiness of a society that nourishes itself principally with television and 
computer games...one could go on and on. The myth of progress may not yet be dead, 
but it is dying.” " 


I 


Or in “The Coming Revolution”: “In the countries that have been industrialized 
longest, such as England, Germany, and above all the United States, there is a growing 
understanding that the technological system is taking us down the road to disaster. 
When I was a boy in the 1950s, practically everyone gladly or even enthusiastically 
welcomed progress, economic growth, and above all technology, and believed without 
reservation that they were purely beneficial. A German I know has told me that the 
same attitude toward technology was prevalent in Germany at that time, and we may 
assume that the same was true throughout the industrialized world. But with the 
passage of time this attitude has been changing. Needless to say, most people don’t even 
have an attitude toward technology because they don’t take the trouble to apply their 
minds to it; they just accept it unthinkingly. But in the United States and among 
thoughtful people—those who do take the trouble to reflect seriously on the problems of 
the society in which they live—attitudes toward technology have changed profoundly 
and continue to change. Those who are enthusiastic about technology are in general 
those who expect to profit from it personally in some way, such as scientists, engineers, 
military men, and corporation executives. The attitude of many other people is apathetic 
or cynical: they know of the dangers and the social decay that so-called progress brings 
with it, but they think that progress is inevitable and that any attempt to resist it is 
useless.” (Technological Slavery, Feral House, 2010, page 214)."* 


U.R.: I was well aware that you meant “highly industrialized” by “Western”, my note 
was just to say why J don’t like nor use the term “Western” to refer to actually non- 
geographical instances. But I understood perfectly to what you were referring with it. 


I see we generally agree in most of the aspects of the issue discussed. However, there 
are some remarks to be pointed out: 


- Advanced tecnoindustrial countries (the “Western” ones you referred to) have greatly 
solved almost all the most visible and obvious problems associated with 
industrialization, but not all. I am thinking of such “terrible environmental pollution” 
and other ecological impacts in general. They have only “solved” these partially, or 
better said, apparently. They have made them usually less directly “visible”, less 
immediate, less directly detectable by the current people in those countries. They have 
“swept them under the carpet”, so to say, creating a “greener” fagade behind which 
they remain actually unsolved and in an even higher degree, though less visible and/or 
farther away from this countries’ current people. In most if not all cases, they have 
only arranged and contained the pollution and wastes in some points or places in order 
to make them less obvious and more manageable: dumping them in “controlled” 
landfill sites, extracting them at industrial production stages previous to those in which 
they would be widely spread and visible, recycling part of them (which, by the way, 
always produces its own residues and pollution in turn), exporting them to less 
industrialized countries or directly producing them in these underdeveloped countries, 
etc. The problem of pollution and ecological impacts has not been solved at all by 


iy Technological Slavery, Feral House, 2010, página 128. 

!8 I am not old enough to know the changing attitudes towards technology through time in 
Western Countries, as I said, my observations based on the comparison I make between Turkey 
and Western/developed countries. 


further industrialization, on the contrary, it has actually been worsened and expanded 
though, at first glance and if we don’t look beyond immediate appearances, it could 
seem otherwise.'” Ecological impact is an intrinsic problem of technoindustrial 
development and thus it can’t be actually and totally solved without stopping and 
reversing technoindustrial development itself. 


And of course, it can be reasonably said that, even in those cases in which other 
problems (like the mentioned typical social problems in underdeveloped countries) 
have actually been solved through social and industrial development, this always has 
created some other problems in turn, and many of them are much more difficult or 
even impossible to solve through further industrialization: psychological disorders due 
to the impossibility to go properly through the power process”? because of a too 
comfortable life and of too much rules, restrictions and lack of autonomy; the 
disruption or demise of traditional values and cultural traits; the progressively deeper, 
more subtle and ever more effective repression and modification of the expression our 
real nature and the foreseeable subsequent replacement of humans by machines; etc. 


-I agree that, in current civilized societies (highly developed or not), most people now 
are already greatly dependent on industrial technological systems to survive, and that 
they don’t need to interact with or experience directly Nature anymore. And thus that, 
being most people self-centred and not very deep thinkers, they tend to focus in what 
immediately seems to be necessary, beneficial/harmful and effective for them, or at 
least in what is usually and directly close and visible to them, so they usually don’t feel 
any serious concern about wild Nature anymore.” For these people now, it is as if 
(wild) Nature virtually doesn’t even exist in practice. But the main reason to adopt 
wild Nature as the main value or ideal for a movement against technoindustrial society 
is neither to appeal to the majority of current people nor to encourage them to act 
against technoindustrial society. The aim is not to try to convince them, to attract them 
and/or to recruit them, but only to reach a high quality minority. Remember that the 
struggle against technoindustrial society is not and should not be popular or mass- 
oriented/based for the most part or at all. And, I think that this positive value or ideal 
(wild Nature) taken as the base for a sound theory about the evilness of complex 
technology and complex social groups, could be very appealing to a high quality 
minority, among which there could be the best recruitments for a movement against 


O For example, cities in highly developed countries have tended to improve the quality of their 
air, and the quality of the water in the rivers in those countries has also improved, generally, due 
to more strict fumes and wastewater treatments and more efficient processes and machines. 
Certainly, most of these seeming improvements have occurred greatly thanks to technological 
advances. But these, by the way, invariably produce and concentrate wastes and pollution 
elsewhere in turn, though they are not so visible directly. 

2 See Ted Kaczynski, ISAIF, sections: “The Power Process, “Surrogate activities”, 
“Autonomy”, “Sources of Social Problems” and “ Disruption of Power Process in Modern 
Society”, for a definition and a discussion of the importance of the so-called “power process”. 
Note added later for this post. 

*! Though many people still live in rural areas in underdeveloped countries, and there their 
dependence on industrial technology can still (for now) be much less than in urban areas of 
these countries, or than in any area, rural or urban, in highly developed countries. And in turn, 
their direct dependence on Nature can still be bigger too. However, this doesn’t necessary mean 
that they actually value Nature, neither per se nor because they still greatly and directly need it. 
Too often they just don’t. Rather many peasants, or other non-urban people in underdeveloped 
countries, eagerly embrace modern technology and development if they are given the chance, 
even if this means to have their traditional habitats degraded or destroyed. 


technoindustrial society. It doesn’t matter that most people don’t value enough wild 
Nature, what is actually important is that those few who are most valuable for the 
cause to destroy technoindustrial society must value it. 


In addition, and regardless how many people constitute the target group to which the 
ideology is directed, there is another practical reason to propose wild Nature as the 
main positive value or ideal: an ideal or main positive value is necessary in order to 
accomplish the task of creating, organizing and running a movement against the 
technoindustrial system. Without any positive value or ideal which inspired this 
struggle, such huge effort couldn’t be maintained for enough time to be successful. 
And, unlike humanistic values or ideals, wild Nature is just the opposite of the extreme 
artificialization that modern technology and the complex modern society it determines 
imply. So it works as the best reference to effectively attack these without falling in 
mildness, stopping at halfway “goals” and “solutions”, or making compromises. 


I agree too that including human nature into wild Nature can help to make the value of 
wild Nature more appealing and assimilable by more current people, since they 
themselves will be suffering directly the impacts of modern life and social 
environments on this aspect of Nature, but anyway, something would be wrong if 
people only or mainly valued Nature (human and/or non-human) for the direct 
consequences that the impacts on it have on themselves. They still wouldn’t be 
actually valuing Nature per se, intrinsically, but only themselves. It is still a too narrow 
and self-centred approach to be regarded as a good way of grasping such positive main 
value or ideal. At some point in the development of the movement, it could be useful 
to promote or to use strategically this self-centred way of understanding and “valuing” 
Nature, but I think that in the beginning, among the founders, and at any time among 
the leaders, the approach shouldn’t be so shallow and narrow. If one’s only or main 
reason for embracing wild Nature is self-centred (e.g., the rejection of the destruction 
of one’s previous non-industrialized way of life; or/and the rejection of the subjection 
of one’s own nature; and/or the hope to regain them for oneself after the collapse of 
technoindustrial society), it is much more probable that one betrays the cause at some 
point, in the case he is offered some acceptable and somewhat satisfactory personal 
alternative or relief. Like in the case he were allowed to live a in a non-industrialized 
limited area (something like a sanctuary or a ghetto) and/or to develop “autonomously” 
some complex and sophisticated, but innocuous for the system, surrogate activities; or 
in the case that the struggle at some point gets so hard and unsatisfactory that the 
discomfort it implies and requires overcomes the discomfort suffered due to the 
impacts originally rejected; or if this person, at some point, loses the hope to regain 
them for himself. In sum, while on one hand this self-centred notion of wild Nature 
could increase the recruitment options, on the other it could diminish the quality and 
reliability of them. In order to work really right and practically as an ideal, wild Nature 
has to be something that goes far beyond oneself. 


-Regarding the issue about whether it is right or wrong to think that, if truth were 
widely and clearly spread out, just this very fact might bring a considerable amount of 
social unrest and disagreeable consequences, maybe you are right too. Of course, most 
people wouldn’t seriously rebel against the system or create much social unrest just in 
defense of the mere “truth” or because they got “awake” by it. Most people would only 


seriously rebel, at best, if they (felt that they) suffered some kind of fast and serious 
disturbance in their ways and standards of living.” 


But what really matters here is not whether this belief is true or not, but if those 
academics and scientists who, at the moment of truth, avoid to extract completely all 
the logical conclusions of their works and end up proposing half-measures, believe it 
or not. And I think that, right or wrong, they could believe it in many cases. And that 
this greatly influences them to behave in such mild and irrational manner. 


Regarding “collapsology”, even in most of those cases in which it is most seriously 
carried out (like for example, in Joseph Tainter’s The Collapse of Complex Societies or 
in Jared Diamond’s Collapse), it usually falls in the above flaw: not to extract 
completely all the logical conclusions that could and should be extracted. Not to 
mention that most people don’t ever read, and even less think, about such long texts, 
not even shorter reviews, articles or other references about them. Only a minority 
knows about and is seriously interested in these works. 


And in its more popular instances, current “collapsology” tends to be a sort of mix 
between science-fiction entertainment, sensationalist journalism/literature and pop, 
light science and history, in diverse proportions. Many times those works are full of 
irrational assumptions, exaggerations, ideologically biased projections, and repeatedly 
failed forecasts about the collapse. And many other times they fall in the opposite, and 
are too shallow and timid analyses. Nothing serious or worthwhile. And most readers 
usually treat them as they deserve: frivolously. 


-In my opinion surveys and statistics are a not usually of much interest. Unless you 
know in detail how they have been exactly carried out, they are unreliable. And when 
you know it and take these details into account, they usually prove to be useless to 
extract conclusions from them that can serve for your ends. The exceptions are rare. 


Moreover, most of such surveys are polls in which some people are asked about what 
they think or do (or would do) regarding a given matter, but one has always to have 
into account that what people say they think or do is not often the same that what 
people actually think or do (this is an usual trait of polls that generally is overlooked 
by many of the researchers who design, carry out, and interpret them; let apart those 
who take these polls as reference); or that what people think or do regarding a matter 
can vary greatly according to if the matter is approached concretely or abstractly. So 
the same person can answer, and usually does, even in the same poll, that he hates 
modern technology if he is asked in general about just “technology”, but later it turns 
out that he enthusiastically loves it when he is asked about concrete modern 
technological items like smartphones, LCD screens, motorcycles, videogames, the 
Internet, etc. 


-The problem with the fragments from Kaczynski’s texts that you quote is that they are 
not very clear or precise. For example, to whom exactly does he refer with expressions 
like “thoughtful, honest and well-informed people” or “those who do take the trouble 
to reflect seriously on the problems of the society in which they live”? Is Kaczynski 
referring here mainly or only to those individuals generally considered thoughtful and 
well-informed by the public, like some well known intellectuals, academics, experts, 
etc.? Or is he referring to other thoughtful, though usually anonymous, people? Or to 


Anyway, I think that, if the truth were openly acknowledged and spread, there probably 
would be more social unrest than if not; though perhaps this alone wouldn’t be enough for 
seriously compromising the survival of the system. 


both? Generally the first group tends to defend progress quite actively in fact. I would 
like to think that these fragments are referring especially to the latter kind of 
“thoughtful people”, but it is not clear enough to whom he referred exactly. 


Moreover, it is not true that most people don’t even have an attitude toward modern 
technology because they don’t take the trouble to apply their minds to it, so they just 
accept it unthinkingly. To accept it, unthinkingly or not, is in fact to show a favourable 
attitude towards it. And whenever these people apply their minds somewhat to modern 
technology (however clumsily and shallowly they think, many of them think 
sometimes and to some degree about it) they tend to end up consciously and willingly 
defending and justifying it. 


What matters here is that there are very few people with a really strong attitude 
contrary to modern technology and progress while most people have a favourable 
attitude towards them, even though in most cases their favourable attitude is not as 
strong as to fervently defend it tooth and nail. Most people has such a strong attitude 
towards nothing but what they think that can directly benefit or harm themselves and 
their loved ones or main interests (careers, businesses, incomes, properties, etc.). But 
they do have weaker favourable or unfavourable attitudes and stances about many 
other things, and this can be important and have serious implications too. Especially if 
one misinterprets it strategically. 


E.P.: J would also like to read on the conception of wild Nature. You have mentioned 
the writings of the American conservationists in one of your mails from the last year.” 
Anything you can suggest particularly? 


U.R.: Regarding readings about the concept of wild Nature, I only can advise you to 
look over Naturaleza Indémita™, especially the section “Textos sobre el concepto de la 
Naturaleza salvaje y teoría ecocéntrica””. Most of them are translations from texts 
written in English. They usually give the references about the original texts in English 
in a footnote at the beginning of each text. Some come from paper books or journals, 
but many are available on the Internet. Besides, you also can find references to some 
other interesting texts in those very texts’ bibliography. Usually I don’t agree in many 
respects with those texts (see the introductions that we have added to almost all of 
them), but they are interesting for thinking about wild Nature, wildness, wilderness, and 
our relationship with them. I would like to recommend you a text in which the concept 
of wild Nature were discussed in a completely proper way with which I could totally 
agree, but I don’t know of any. 


= “Discussing means, ends, values, organization, strategy and more”: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/19qxX UMmOkCj5txuncX ObuOb7fRUIxPuq/view. 
* http://www.naturalezaindomita.com. 

35 http://www.naturalezaindomita.com/textos/naturaleza-salvaje-y-teora-ecocntrica. 








